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Unicorn, Inc. (Unicorn) is a start-up company that will be providing long distance and
wireless services in Alaska in direct competition with other interexchange carriers (ICs), including
AT&T and Gel. Unicorn is an affiliate ofUnited Utilities, Inc., a local exchange carrier (LEC)
that serves approximately 4,600 access lines in 58 locations in rural Alaska. Unicorn is interested
in expanding the scope of this proceeding to promote competition in long distance services.

In Alaska and other rural states, there is little, if any, competition in the provision of long
distance service in rural areas. At the present time, only AT&T with its statewide facilities and
Gel with limited facilities in rural areas compete in the provision of facilities-based long distance
services in Alaska. The Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the Act) provides for competition to
exist in all markets, including interexchange markets. One of the objectives of the Act is:

" ...to provide a pro-competitive, de-regulatory national policy framework designed
to accelerate rapidly private sector deployment of advanced telecommunications and
information technologies and services to all Americans by opening all telecommunica­
tions markets to competition..." (Conference Report)

The Notice ofProposed Rulemaking (NPRM) addresses interconnection and other
requirements that are exclusively focused on the provision oflocal exchange services. To comply
with the Act's objective of providing a pro-competitive framework in all telecommunications
markets, the Commission should take this opportunity to include interexchange services in its
deliberations. ICs will be competing to provide local exchange services. In addition, either
directly or through an affiliate, LECs will be competing to provide long distance services. The
requirements with which the LECs must comply should also be extended to ICs in order for
competitive markets to be able to evolve. These requirements include interconnection,
collocation, unbundled elements, the matter of resale, and any other issues with which the
Commission will make LECs comply.

Without parity between ICs and LECs, ICs with substantial financial resources will clearly
have an unfair competitive advantage over LECs, especially smaller LECs with limited financial
resources. Ifthe Commission does not resolve this inequity, LECs and other competitors desiring
to provide long distance services will be saddled with having to resolve disputes before the
Commission and state regulators. This would clearly work to the advantage of the incumbent ICs
who have the ability to forestall competition through lengthy and expensive regulatory
proceedings.

Under the Act (Sec.252 (d) (3)), LECs are required to set wholesale rates that are less
than retail rates using a standard procedure. ICs, however, are free to set wholesale rates that are
greater than retail rates (reference AT&T Alascom's Alaska Intrastate Tariff) and to set wholesale
rates at remit. This is discriminatory, anti-competitive, and patently unfair. ICs may claim that
they should not have to set wholesale rates in the same manner as LECs because of the
requirement to geographically average rates (Sec.254 (b) (3) of the Act). However, ICs are
eligible to receive federal universal service support under the Act (Sec.254) to the extent this
support is needed to provide the long distance segment of the services that are to be included
within the definition ofuniversal service. The Commission needs to require rcs to set wholesale



rates in the same manner as LECs. There is no valid reason to permit ICs to thwart competition
by permitting them to set wholesale rates in a way that discourages competition.

les have discouraged competition and can continue to do so by being nonresponsive to
requests for interconnection, collocation, and unbundling. The Commission has the opportunity
in this proceeding to establish the ground rules for lCs, not just LECs, on these issues. Unicorn is
recommending that the Commission extend to the ICs the interconnection, collocation, and
unbundling requirements that it adopts for LECs. This would signal that the Commission
recognizes that both ICs and LECs have to abide by essentially the same rules. We have included
(see Attachment 1) a copy of a complaint that Unicorn has recently filed with the Alaska Public
Utilities Commission against AT&T Alascom for not responding to Unicorn's request for
services.

The Commission has the opportunity in this proceeding to adopt regulations that
apply equally to all competitors, not just LECs. This will help all the players, including rcs, to
understand the rules of the road and thereby encourage competition in all markets. This would
also discourage anti-competitive behavior by ICs. Unicorn requests that the Commission adopt
regulations that are fair, that comply with the Act, and that apply equally to rcs and LECs.

Respectfully submitted,
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Attachment 1

STATE OF ALASKJ\

THE ALASK<\ PUBLIC LTILITIES COMlVlISSION

Before Commissioners: Don Schroer, Chairman
Alyce A. Hanley
Dwight D. Omquist
G. Nanette Thompson
Sam Cotten

In the Matter of the Formal Complaint )
Against Alascom, Inc )
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FO&"IAL COMPLAINT AGAll~.. ~'S:~''G
ALASCOM, INC. lIf".. J1'Q,_.'

"'~/;t -..,

unicorn, Inc. (Unicorn) files this formal complaint against AT&T Al'a&~nc.
(Alascom). The complaint is that Alascom has not responded to Unicorn's requehft'~ Alascom
to provide automated message accounting (A.-vIA) call detail record by presubscribed access line.
On October 30, 1995 (Attachment A) Steve Pratt, Manager, Revenue Requirements, Unicorn,
made the following inquiry; "Is AT&T Alascom willing and able to provide ALVfA call detall
records generated by our presubscribed access lines"" On November 21, 1995 (Attachment B),
Sean 0'Shea, Vice President, Sales and Customer Service, AJascom, replied:

"In order to provide A...,-v!A call detail to Cnicom, a process would have to
be developed that allows us to separate Aiv!A call detail by presubscribed
access lines. This \vould necessitate, at a minimum, the development and
maintenance of a data base that identifies carrier selection by customer.
Developing and maintaining this database would be crucial not only for
insuring proper end user billing, but also from the perspective of insuring
proper message counting for Billing & Collection. Needless to say, maintain­
ing a new data base for presubscription tracking would require Alascom to
incur costs that would be incremental to this line of activity

Given development of a tracking system, AJascom would be "physically"
able to provide AMA call detail to Unicorn, however, Alascom would need
to be compensated for all costs incurred in order to develop and maintain a
data base that efficiently tracks customer presubscription. At this time, Alascom
has not developed pricing for this type of system development and database
maintenance"



On December 13, 1995 (Attachment C), Steve Hamlen, President, United Companies, Inc., dba
Unicorn, formally requested A1VIA services from AJascom:

"Unfortunately, Sean O'Shea's November 21 1995 reply to Steve Pratt's
October 30, 1995 inquiry did not explain when AT&T Alascom can provide
AMA call detail records by presubscribed access line or what AT&T Alascom
would charge for this service. Unicorn desires to have an Agreement in place
with AT&T Alascom as soon as possible but not later than February 12, 1996
so that Unicorn can order equal access and be on the presubscription ballot
for various locations in Alaska. We're requesting that charges for the delivery
of AL\,;IA cal! detail records be quoted for; (1) rocations served by DA...'vlA technology
and, (2) for all other locations. We believe that the AJ.\LA. call detail records can be
easily provided from the DAMA network controller software at a nominal cost.
We will also need to know when AL\;LA. can be provided and the pricing and avail­
ability of operator and other services."

To date, Alascom has not responded to Unicorn's December 13, 1995 correspondence nor its
subsequent verbal requests to receive AL\1A services. Unicorn, now a separate subsidiary of
United Companies, Inc, has recently been certificated to provide intrastate interexchange
services (U-96-15, Order 0Iumber 1). Alascom's failure to respond to Unicorn's request is in
violation of the provisions of Article 10 Competitive Intrastate Long Distance Telephone Service
(Sec 42.05800, Sec. 4205 810, and 42.05860) Alascom can effectively discourage and
prevent competition by being nonresponsive to requests to provide A\LA..

Requested Relief

Prompt action by this Commission is required to prevent ongoing harm to the competitive
marketplace. Unicorn and other interexchange carriers that plan on participating in equal access
balloting need to know whether Alascom is going to provide .A..\:IA and under what conditions.
Unicorn will be harmed if it proceeds to make uneconomical investments in ANIA, especially in
high cost rural locations, when .A.lascom should be able to provide this service more economically
through its centralized DAMA and switching facilities Unicorn will also be harmed if this issue is
not resolved in a timely manner since Unicorn does not want its marketing of long distance
services and its participation in equal access balloting needlessly delayed. Further delays in
resolving this issue could also prevent Unicorn from being on an equal access ballot. Unicorn
would be forever denied the opportunity of being on an equal access ballot if it did not have AMA
in place since balloting only takes place once. Unicorn is therefore requesting that the
Commission require Alascom to provide A.\1A services. In addition, Alascom should be required
to identify the date that AMA will be available, pricing for AMA, and procedures for carriers to
order AMA services Also, Alascom should be required to provide A1YL'\ and pricing for }\J.\1A
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for; (1) locations served via Alascom's DAJ.\;1A system, and (2) all other Alascom locations.

Unicorn has also on this date filed a "Motion For Expedited Action" for .A..lascom to respond to
this complaint within 10 days

Respectfully submitted this 19th day of April, 1996.

Unicorn, Inc

~~
By: Steve Hamlen
Its: President

VERIFICATION

1, Steve Hamlen, President, Unicorn, Inc, say on oath and affinn that I have read the Formal
Complaint Against Alascom, Inc. and believe all statements made in those documents are true
and correct to the best of my knowledge.

Steve Hamlen

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORJ.'\J to before me this 22nd day of April 1996

ALASKA

My Commission Expires: '1 -;;1 1-9 J
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October 30, 1995

Ted Moninski
Regulatory Affairs Director
AT&T Alascom, Inc.
210 East Bluff Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Ted,

United Companies, 1nc. is reviewing the potential for reselling AT&T Alascom toll
services. We would expect to deliver traffic aggregated from presubscribed
access lines to your point of termination Issues requiring immediate clarification
include:

• Is AT&T Alascom willing and able to provide AMA call detail records
generated by our presubscribed access lines?

• Could transport services be purchased under either the wholesale tariffs or
retail calling packages?

• Can arrangements be made for the resale of 800 type services?
• Are operator services available under contract (e.g 0+, 0-, DA)?
• Are central toll investigation services available?
• How could the return of 900/976 services be handled?
• Under which tariff or agreement would international calls be handled?
• Does AT&T Alascom have any active resale agreements which we could use

as a model, or resellers whom we could contact?

Your response by November 6, 1995 would be appreciated. Please contact either
myself or Steve Hamlen with any questions pertaining to this request.

Very truly yours,

Steve Pratt
Manager, Revenue Requirements

cc: Steve Hamlen
Chuck Russell

c.: n:ccrT' S·. :Jslc:ar:es

UnlteG Util,tl&S !flC.

:-'t3"'~le~, '0'1:'11 C:J Inc

5~5C A S'reet
Anchorage. ';Jaska
9S518·1291
(907) 561·1574
i=;..>< (907) 563·3~85
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J. J. O'Shea
Sale3 &. Custome:- Ser.·ic~s

Vice President

UNICOM
Ann.: Mr. Steve Pro.lH
Mgr., Revenue Re4ulrcmcnt.,\
5450 A Strecl
Anchor.lge. AK 99513·1291

Dear Stcvc:

-
; AT&T

AT&T AJase.om
210 P..:lst IJluffRoad
Anc!1or3~e, AK 99501·1100
90i·264.7629

November 21. 1995

This tetter addrc~scs is.'ucs you raised in your fetler dated October 30, 1995.

l} Is AT&T Alas~()m willing and able to provide AMA call detall records generated
by our presubscribed access 'lines?

In order to provide AMA call dctail to Unicom. u process would have to be developed
tho.l Jllows us to seror&1(e AMA call detail by pre~ub~cribed access Jin<:s. This would
neccssil:tle. at J. minimum. the development and maintenance of a data base that identifies
carrier selcction by CU.'domer. Developing and maintaining this dotabas~ would be crucial.
nN only for in.'\uring proper end user billing. but also from the perspective of insuring
prop~r message cou::ling for Billing & Collection. Needless to say, mainC3ining a new
dats base for prcsubscripcion tracking would require Alascom to incur (;osts that would
be incremcl1t:tI 10 this line of ac:ivity~

Given :.!c:velormcnt of a lr:lcking system, Alascom would be "physic311y" able to provide
AMA I.:all uclail tu Unicom; however, Alascom would need to be compensated for an
costs incurred in order 10 develop und mninlain a database that efficiently tracks customer
presubscription. At this time. Alascom has not developed pricing for this type of system
development unu ,.!JliJniJ.-;e m:lintenancc,



2) Could transport services be purchased under either the wholesale tariffs or retail
calling packages?

Assuming all necessary regulatory approvals are secured (e.g. Certificate of Public
Necessity and Convenience), and all other issues regarding billing and account
maintenance arc adt.lressed. Alascom transport services could conceivably be purchased
under the wholesale wriff or with retail calling packages.

3) Can arrangements be made for the resale of 800 type services?

This will re4uire more investigation. Among other possible issues, billing and 800 query
charge payments may/need to be addressed.

4) Are operator services available under contract (e.g. 0+, 0·, DA)?

Providing operator services under contract would require reconfiguration of our operator
services such (hat incoming calls associated with a Unicorn presubscribed line can be
separately identiticd. Again, as in providing AMA call detail, Alascom would need to be
compensated for the costs it incurs to provide operator services under contract. The costs
incurred would thcn be used as an input into determining a price structure for operator
services.

5) Are central toll investigation sen'ices available?

Central Toll Investigation would be provided to our customer, who in the scenario being
addressed, would be Unicorn. The investigation would be limited to confinnation of call
placement. confirmation of call date, call holding time and Orig.!Tenn. Line telephone
numbers. This invcstigation would re4uire a separate charge which covers the costs
incurred: CTI under existing or future B&C arrangements would only apply to those end
users who are prcsuhscribed to Alascom. Under this resale scenario, call rating, billing
and collection for the Unicorn presubscribed end user would be the responsibility of
Unicorn while CTI (of the nature mentioned above) is provided by Alascom under a
separate charge,

6) How could the return of 900(976 services be handled?

Call screening for 900/976 calls would need to be done at Unicorn's location. Any bill
credits reliuested by an end user would be Unicorn's responsibility as would any end user
revenues that are uncollectible.



7) Under which tariff or agreement would international
calls be handled?

International calls would be handled under Alascom FCC Tariff No. 10.

8) Does AT&T Alascom have any active resale agreements which we could use as a
model, or resellers whom we could contact?

There are no active resale agreements which could be used as a model for this resale
proposal.

.r

I will be out of the office until approximately December II, however, should you wish
discuss the issues addressed above or any additional issues, please contact Robert
Hattemer at 264-7228.

Sincerely. ~

~ lW~e,,~c
Sean O'Shea, Vice President,
Sales and Customer Service

/mjv

cc: Robert Hattemer
Ted Moninski



Steve Hamlen
President

December 13, 1995

Ted 1'v1cninski
Regulator; Affajrs Director
AT&T AJascom, Inc
210 East Bluff Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

SUBJECT: Request For Services

Dear Ted:

A-11'1( hI /)I [1 '} c.

Unlcom~~

Unicom will soon be filing applications with the APUC and the FCC to become
an interexchange carrier. In order for us to deliver interexchange services we
will need to be able to obtain services from AT&T Alascom, These services
include transport services and the delivery of AMA call detail records by
presubscribed access line. We're also interested in obtaining operator services
and other ser/ices that may be necessar; for Unicom to operate as an
interexchange carrier,

Unfortunately, Sean O'Shea's Nover.1ber 21, 1995 reply to Steve Pratt's
October 30, 1995 inquiry did not explain when AT&T Alascom can provide AMA
call detail records by presubscribed access line or what AT&T Alascom would
charge for this service. Unicom cesires to ha'/e an Agreement in place with
AT&T Alascom as soon as possible but not later than February 12, 1996 so
that Unicorn can order equal access and be on the presubscription ballot for
various locations in Alaska. We're requesting that char~es for the delivery of
AMA call detail records be quoted for; (1 )Iocations served by OAMA technology
and, (2) for aU other locations, We believe that the AMA ca!1 detail records can
be easily provided from the DAMA network controller software at a nominal
cost. We will also need to know when AMA can be provided and the pricing
and availability of operator and other services

Please let me know if you have any questions. Our consultants will be in
Anchorage on Januarf3 -5, 1996

Sincerely yours,
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